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ISSUE

: ' The attached Action Memorandum pertains to, the Elkton Farms Firehole Site, (Slte)
'Elkton, Cecil County, Maryland. The On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) conducted an Assessment of
" the Site in accordance with the Natlonal Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution Contmgency
- Plan (NCP). This assessment conﬁrmed the existence of a threat to the pubhc health, welfare,
and the cnvrronment due to the widespread surface and subsurface contammatlon of over 55
acres of farmland w1th explosrve ordnance and d1scarded nnhtary mumtlons '

Because the condltlons at the Slte continue to meet the criteria set forth in Sectlon _
§300 415 of the NCP, and the Region finds that condltlons at the Site described above and with
the attached’ ACthIl Memorandum constitute a pubhc ‘health and enwronmental threat warranting
1mmed1ate attentlon, and no other person: or agency with authonty can capablhty respond to the
emergency ina tlmely manner, the attached Action Memorandum requests funds in the amount
of $3,650,000. This allocation will enable Region III to properly stabilize, treat, and/or transport '
and dispose of discarded military munitions and unéxploded ordnance from the Site. With this

' approval the Total PrOJect Ceiling is $4 735,000 of which $2, 750 OOO are funds from the .

'Reglonal Removal Allowance. . B

N
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g UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% _ REGION I '
-y, ,Ro‘to‘f | 1650 Arch Street
o Ph:ladelph:a, Pennsylvama 19103—2029
r ‘/’ ) \ ,sEP'zszoos |
SUBJECT Request for Fundmg for Removal Actlon and Exemptnon from the -
#4 - $2Million-and One Year Statutory Limit for a Removal Actlon , ;;; C
U k3 Elkton Farms Flrehole Site R S F
R Elkton, iCécil County, Maryland 5 Al
‘ FROM harles Frtzsrmmons On-Scene Coordmator I
R Eastern Response Branch (3HS3 19} SR
. 30: ,',{-'-._'- AbrahamFerdas . .. -
S ERE e R Hazardous Site Cleanup D1v1s10n (3HSOO)

TBRU: - Gerald T. Heston, Chief G H'
' Eastern Response Branch (3HS3 l)

L PURPOSE

, The purpose of thls Actlon Memorandum isto request ﬁmdmg fora Remova.l Actionat
the Elkton Farms Firehole Site (‘Sxte”) and to request an exemption from the’ one year and $2
million statutory limitation, pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensatron and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (“CERCLA”) 42US.C. § 9601 et &

" The Site is located at 183 Zeitler Rd., Elkton, Cecil County. Based upon mformatlon obtained

from the Removal Site Evaluation (RSE) and a review of that information by the On-Scene
Coordinator (OSC), CERCLA fundmg is necessary to conduct a Removal Action to prevent
further release of CERCLA hazardous substances from the Site and to protect public health
welfare and the environment. Funding i in the amount of $4,735,000.00 (of which $2,750,000.00
is from the Regional | Removal Allowance) is necessary to mmgate the threats 1dent1ﬁed in this -

‘Action Memorandum

, IL SITE BACKGROUND AND CURRENT CONI)I'/I‘IONS

A Slte Locatlon, Histoncal Background

o The Elkton Farm Fxrehole Site is located two miles northwest ofElkton, Maryland The Site
occuples at least 55 acres.(and potentially 100 acres or more) of an approximate 400-acre. farm
property presently owned by the MARVA, Ltd. Partnership (“Elkton Farm property”) (Figure. 1).

The Firehole parcel i

- 39°38” north latitude and 75°53° west longntude and has a Maryland gnd coordmate of 655 OOON
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and l 117 500E. The s1te is

the East by Little Elk Creek. A giivel access road brsects the westerti quadrant of the site. Theareas
of potential contamination currently identified by EPA are in this western quadrant west of the gravel
road. Land use surrounding the site is primarily agn
_ heavy industry property to the southeast across thtle Elk Creek

the Elkton Farm property has been used as a farm, with much of

Durmg much of its history,
locatron of the fireholes) under cultivation. The contamination

the surrounding fields (including the
to be addressed pursuant to this action memorandum app

. War Il as part of the operatrons of
‘ Eikton Farm property and whrch 1s further descn'bed below
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bounded on the west by Laurel Run, to the north by Zeltler Road, and to f‘

icultural/residential, wrth an area of medrum to

ears to have been disposed of during World
Tnumph Explosrves Inc., wlnch oocupled property ad]aoent tothe ;.
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. The Elkton Farm property lies north of, and adjacent to, the Triumph Industrial Park, a site
whose environmental implications are currently being addressed in a collaborative effort involving
EPA and the Maryland Department of the Environment (“MDE”) as the Little Elk Creek Area-Wide
One Cleanup Program Pilot Project. The property now occupied by the Triumph Industrial Park was -
originally owned. and operated by the Triumph Fuse and Fireworks Company, which was formed in
1933 by the merger of two fireworks companies. Its principal products were fireworks and “fusees™
(flares). Beginning as early as 1 935 the company had contracts with the U.S. Navy and others to
- produce fusees, “floatlights” (naval markers), and a variety of other pyrotechnic devices. In1938the -
. company changed its name to Triumph Explosives, Inc. (“TEI”) and during the next few years, . ..
through a series of property acquisitions, expanded its manufacturing operations to include, i
production of other explosive and additional pyrotechnic devices, whichit sold to the US. Afmyand. .
Navy as well as other governmental (non-U.S.) customers. During & four month period bridging
1942 and 1943 the United States assumed direct control of ordnance manufacﬁn‘ing'operatiégis atthé
TEI plant (which the US Army Corps.of Engineers (“USACE”) as acknowledged included the. -
Elkton Farm property), pursuant to & Presidential executive order. ~After replacing the original . R

management (two of whom were convicted of bribing acquisition officials) with new personnel, the
U‘:S__“.f returned control qf the plag_lt,to’TEI;in 1943. . Coe - BT

- . Ordnance waste disposal wetivitiegon the Elkton Farm property appear to have first taken .. - e
place in late 1942, when manufacturing operations at TEI were expanded to accommodate a newdo: o
mm antiaircraft ordnance production facility for the U.S. Navy. The new facility. was built on the
Jocation of an existing TEI ordnance waste disposal area, and thereafter. ordnance wastes were
disposed of on the Elkton Farm property which TEI had purchased. Specifically, various wastes,
including munitions residue, were disposed.of in a series of shallow pits on the Elkton Farm. TEI
apparently collected waste material (including off spec ordnance items and process wastes) from its -

- operations and placed it in drums. This accumulated waste was kept wetted with alcohol or ether to

. prevent spontaneous combustion, and then carried to a series of shallow pits at the Elkton Farm
property, spread thinly, and allowed to burn. Plant personnel monitored the burn until the wastes
were consumed. Photographs in TEI newsletters from the 1940s show the operations of the .
Fireholes. There were several explosions at the Firehole Site (resulting in some deaths), which may
have resulted in unburned ordnance being blown away from the immediate area of the fireholes. -

. Aeria)]. photographs fom the era indicate that disposal activities did not take place on the
Elkton Farm property until some time after Noverber, 1942. TEFs contract to produce 40 mm -
 ordnance ended in 1945, after which TEI's operations shrank quickly and it stopped disposing of
 wastes on the Elkton Farm property. Since the end of TEI’s operations the firehole area has been.

" used principally for farming. S S S .

In the Spring of 1946 TEI sold the property to Argus and Laura Robinson, who sold it later
that year to Martin Herron. The current owner of the Elkton Farm property, MARVA, is comprised
of several siblings who inherited the property from their father Martin Herron. . One of the partnersin
MARVA reports that the Elkton Farm property has been leased to the same farmer, William Spry, for -

"over 30 years. Spry continues to grow seasonal crops throughout the Elkton Farm’s fields. MARVA
has entered into an agreement of sale with & private developer who intends to build a residential

development on the Elkton Farm property.
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It should be noted that the Elkton Farm Frrehole Srte is one of four areas of contarmnanon '
that have been or are being addressed on the Elkton Farm property The four areas mclude ‘

Unit One, compnsed ofa number of abandoned drums was addressed by a CERCLA-
Region III Removal Action in the early 1990°s. - R ,

Y Umt Two is the site of the hrstonc fireholes to be addressed by thls Removal action.

Umt Three is the site of a rocket test/cleaning center which Morton Thiokol Jeased from . .
; MARVA, and whose cleanup by Morton Thiokol is bemg supemsed by MDE :

. Umt Four isa parcel of property adjacent to the G E Ratlcar property (located in the;‘:, -

- Tnumph Industrial Park) which is the potential source ofa chlonnated solvent plume S

Thls has been addressed by a separate investigation.
' B f:USACE MDE and EPA site assessment and mvestrganon actlvmes ' [ B

. : Followmg isa summary ofrelevant site assessment and mvestlgatlon acttvmes undertakenby D
. USACE, EPA and MDE. Specific conclusions regarding « current Slte conditions based on these =
activities are set forth further below o o _

- USACE

In 1991 USACE aﬁer bemg notified by MDE of its potenttal llablhty for contannnanon at the .

TEI' site, issued an Inventory Project Report (INPR) ‘pursuant to DOD’s Défense ‘Environmental
—Formerly Used Defense Sites (“DERP-FUDS”) for the TEI Site (described as

Restoration Program —
. the Morton Thiokol — Triumph Industries Site)." The INPR found that there. were -areas . of
contamination within the former TEI site. The INPR also asserted that although the U.S. government ‘

assumed control of TEI's operations for a four month period in 1942 and 1943, at no: time did it “own
" or lease” the property, nor was there any evidence that “during the period of operational DOD
' management of the facthty, the Navy ever modified the company s standard plant operanonal or
_ waste handling policies.” - "The INPR also. noted that there appear to have been a number of
subsequent owners and/or. operators at the TEI Site which. could have. contributed to any
contarmnatron Therefore the INPR recommended that USACE address the TET Siteasa PRP/HTW
site, i.e.. one which generally is not eligible for DERP funding, and as to whrch any DOD habrlrty

should be addressed in conjunctton wrth other PRPs

) Wlnle the 1991 INPR did not mclude the Elkton Farm property per se, thrs report isrelevant -
~* to the Elkton Farm Firehole Site because the USACE has subsequently acknowledged that this '
roperty was part.of the operatrons which the U S. govemment took over for the four month period

in 1942 and 1943.

After being ldentlﬂed asa potentlally responsible party by MDE, in 1992 USACE 1ssued a

- “Flnal Report,. Site Operatxons/Ownershrp History Tnumph-Explosrves »-(“1992 Final Report™).

- ‘While focusing on the original TEI Site, this report also contains: ownership and ‘operational

’ mformatron concerning the Elkton Farm property, mcludmg the Firehole Srte The USACE’s 1992
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| report
‘the ﬁr_eholes.,

ort stated that all wastes from TET's operations (both U.S. Navy and Armyy were disposed ofat

" On May 28, 2004 USACE Ordnance & Explosives Safety Specialists toured the Siite, during

* which they identified a number.of Munitions and Explosives of Concern (“MEC”) related debris on

fa

- the surface.

USACE has also drafted apreﬁnﬁjlaiy “Risk Assessment Code’_’ (“RAC”) score fb;' the Siié,

. based.on its May 28, 2004 visit, which assigned it a RAC score of 1, the highest severity, calling for
. ‘an expedited INPR and “recommendirig further action” by USACE.l + . o o
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- MDE s beeh investigting contamiination left behind by TEJ and subsequent-owners and

- * " operators of properties comprising the Little Elk Creek Area-Wide One Cleanup Program Pilot

T an \

i Project for'a number of years: Of "'arti&:gl_g;‘rélevanpé here, in July 2002 MDE undertook a - - -
- geophysical survey of the firehole area. MDE's contractor, NAEVA Geophysics, Inc. “NAEVA”™)

+ reviewed site historical information, aerial photographs, performed site féconnaissance and performed

exténsivelgeo physical surV”ey_utjlizir_ig'EM_%Z}'I'magnetpme‘;ér technalogy:

On Septeriber 15, 2004 MDE issued a Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) Inspection

Report of the Elkton Farms Firehole Site. The purpose of the FUDS Inspection was to assess the

. actual and potential release of hazardous substances from the site by way of groundwater, surface

water, soil exposure and air. The scope of the FUDS Inspection included reviewing the available file

information, ‘site reconnaissance, and conducting sampling through the U.S. EPA Contract:

Laboratory Program (cLp). o Y | |
'A subsequent site visit by MDE and its contractor UXB, Inc. was conducted in Decexhbér, :

[8

2004 and January, 2005 which included some limited excavation into one of the suspected fireholes.

which revealed a layer of slag covering Discarded Military Munitions (“DMM™).

EPA

As a result of MDE’s Site InVestiga;ioh (ST) activities the EPA Region I Removal Brahch

‘was requested by EPA’s Brownfields and-Site Assessment Section to. perform a Removal Site

Evaluation (“RSE”) of the MEC, including DMM and any other imminent and/or explosive hazard for
determination of a Superfund Time Critical or Emergency Removal Action, in accord with EPA’s -

Interim. Final Handbook on the Management.of Munitions Response Actions, EPA 505-B-01-001,
'May 2005. (“EPA Munitions Handbook™)2 As part of this RSE, the EPA and its START contractor

(Tetra Tech Inc.), at the direction of the Federal On Scene Coordinator (FOSC), surveyed the

- Firehole Site in May, 2005 which included the 32 acre parcel previously idéﬁﬁﬁedbythe MDE above.

1 Note that in its July 18, 2005 response to EPA’s 104(¢) request USACE claims that the RAC.worksheet is “a predecisicnhl
document that has not been approved or adopted by the Division,” and therefore should ot be released to the public. o

2 Under EPA and DoD guidance, MEC includes /(1) Unexploded ordnance (UXO); (2) Discarded military. munitions (DMM); or (3)
Munitions Constituents (e.g. TNT, RDX) which present in high enough concentrations to pose an explosive hazard. 'MEC was .
formerly known as Ordnance and Explosives (OE) in DoD parlance. EPA Munitions Handbook at xix. '

A -
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The purpose of the survey was to verify the existence of the Firehole pit(s), and to determine both
the depth and areal extent (veitical and horizontal) of the DMM release. Results from this survey
revealed the existence of several subsurface anomalies which are likely locations of the fireholes. This
survey also suggested that the area of concern extends beyond the originally estimated 32 acre parcel,

and could cover 55 acre areas or more.
oL Site Conditions

_©_The Elkton Firehole Site has not yet been completely g‘eoph)"sicaﬂy surveyed. ' MEC may
-+ occupy as large as 150 acres, and s part of.a flat farm field. The Site preséntly is planted with a
. winter wheat crop (a portion of which was harvested in late Junis and early July, 2005); The wheat is
7 as high as 4 feet. Fifty five (35) acres of the overall Site has beén ‘geophysically surveyed, and
" presently is the area of concern.. Results from the START survey indicate at least two fireholes, and
potential DMM throughout the 55 acre area of concern. This area of concern includes the two -
suspected fireholes and comprises the western third of the. Site. EPA is aware of no historical data -
. that shows the extent of the original disposal areas, other than several aerial photographs taken in the

agréement with the property’s owner. . He has cultivated two or three different types of agricultural
crops per year, including wheat, corn etc. Based on observations made at the Site by EPA as well as
MDE and USACE, this tilling and dragging process appears to have scattered DMM at the surface
 throughout the 150 acre property.. Additionally, freeze/thaw cycles over sixty years may also have

contributed to the presence of DMM. The geophysical survey was terminated at 55 acres due to

. Over the p.ést~50'ye§r§ fﬁq Elktdn FlreholeSnehasbeen farmed by one faﬁne,r under a lease A

funding issues but it is assumed that most of the property will have to be assessed for possible -

MEC/DMM, at the surface, as part of this action. Indeed, surface MEC/DMM may well be scattered
beyond the aforern_entioned_ area of concern. As a result of funding issues, the START geophysical
survey was terminated at 55 acres. Therefore additional géophysical survey work will need tobe - .-
~ done on the remaining 100 acres. o - | -

~ Until recently an abandoned concrete and steel structure was located along the south western
sortion of the portion of the Site, adjacent to (and potentially over) a firehole. This structure is
known as the Morton Thiokol Rocket Recovery Area (RRA). Neighboring Morton Thiokol (located
on the former TEI site) and Boeing, Inc. used this facility to test rocket motors in the 1960s. ‘The
remnants of this facility included a launch pad and support facilities. Morton Thiokol removed these
~ structures undér the supervision of MDE. This work was completed during July and August, 2005.

As described above, the site is as large as 150 acres and is comprised of open farmland
bounded by streams and woodlands. As a result; it.appears to be too large an area around which to
erect security fencing. Therefore, in March, 2005 the OSC posted warning signs alerting trespassers
and nearby residents that EPA is conducting a Superfund cleanup, and provided a phone number for
questions. It also appears that portions of the site are utilized for hunting and shooting practice.
Numerous buck shot shells litter an area adjacent to the RRA area. Therefore commencing in June,
2005 the OSC contracted for security service to alert nonessential personnel of the hazards of the site

and provide another level of protection to the general public. ‘
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. Qu'an'titiefs\hn.d Types of Substances Present -

" MEC

5 -Whﬁe the impetu§ for this Removal Action is the pofénti'al explosives threat posed by MEC at

' the Site, the following discussion includes information on conventional hazardous substances as-well

-as MEC that has been found. It is assumed that EPA will consider removing any non-explosive-
hazardous substances whichare encountered during the Removal action which appear to berelatedto _ .
the historic disposal of DMM. Additionally, because of the potential safety threat posed by handling .

MEC; neithér EPA, USACE or MDE has excavated potentially explosive MEC to determineifany of :. .

it comprises a hazardous: substance; therefore the following discussion assumes that the MEC isa ;,;

pollutant orcontaminant..
B o

M2

S mEis-’Ju?IyQ OOdeo physncaLsunveyoﬁheEﬂctonEmm : :E).ir;_éﬁol'eﬁiteimmdj'7'" me fistori

- physical survey utilizing EM-31 magrietometer technolo

information, aerial photographs, performed site reconnaissance and performed an extensive geo

that all historical informatién indicates the Site contains burn pits used by TEI during the 1940s to
burn off thinly spread layers of propellants and fuels: Two distinct anomalies in the Unit Two area -
were identified. NAEVA recommended another advanced geophysical survey to further delineate and
differentiate these anomalies with underground storage tanks and/or underground utilities. -

" On September 15, 2004 MDE issued its Formerly Used Defense Site (FUDS) Inspection
Report of the Elkton Farms Firehole Site. The purpose of the FUDS Inspection was to assess the
actual and potential release of hazardous substances from the site by way of groundwater, surface
water, soil exposure and air pathways. The scope,of the FUDS Inspection included reviewing the .
-available file information, site reconnaissance and sampling under the U.S. EPA Contract Laboratory

Program (CLP). - . = o

- MDE and its MEC contractor UXB, Inc. conducted onsite SI activities in December, 2004
and January, 2005.which included some limited excavation into one of the suspected fireholes.
During this visit a number of MEC items were observed, including ammunition projectiles, percussion
primers for 40 MM casings, and other items. UXB has statedthat .

These projectiles may have been loaded with or without high
"~ explosives; a detailed inspection of each was not accomplished:
- Typical primary and secondary explosives associated with these
projectiles, ‘primers, casings and cartridge actuated -devices are
explosives and propellants for primary explosive initiating mixtures,

' Lead Azide; Lead Styphnate, Fulminate of Mercury, Fylminating '
Mercury, Acetone "Peroxide,’ Lead Picrate, and Sodium Azide, and

- secondary explosives boosters Tetrytol, PETN and TNT.
. R : : i -

April 5, 2005 letter from UXB to ENSAT

gy. MDE’s contractor NAEVA concluded : .. - -



7 ' USACE has also identified MEC at the Site which may pose an explosives threat. Ina written
_ report documenting the June, 2004 USACE tour of the Site, a number of MEC items were identified,
'including “a couple of dozen parts and pieces that appeared t6 be MEC” that MDE had previously
- .. gathered, as to which USACE suggested that “a 911 call be placed for Explosive Ordnance Disposal
' (EOD) to dispose of the items in the bag.” George Follett, Resume of Staff Visit, . June 6, 2004.

- © ! USACEfurther observed, - . - i

L.

4% - % - #The surface of the first pbp [potential | urial -pit] was littered with~
4 '« . .items that-appeared to be ordnance related. Nose and base fuzes.
" After visually observing hundreds of items on the surface in the
' vicinity of the pbp, the call to 911 for EOD response was terminated.

P ~ : N T L S S

e '~-‘;1;Fbl;_eﬂ_conéluded that = |
O site activities should include a ﬁﬁe;’cploded ordnance (UXO) team providing UXO
Safety Support as a minimum. Intrusive activities should provide for on-site disposal -

. of UXO items which are deemed too hazardous to transport. over public roadways.

: ~ Since the depth of the fireholes is unknown (apart from their characterization in historical -
- documerits as “shallow pits”)3 , it is difficult to estimate the total quantity of MEC which may be
present at the fireholes. However, historical documents suggest that during the peak war time
production TEI produced a tremendous amount of ordnance. (For'a period of time TEI was the sole -
“ source of the Navy’s 40 mm antiaircraft munitions.) Table 1 recites the total munitions and other .-

- explosive materials that were produced at the TEI during the 1940s:

\ . !
\ -

- IMBLEI1

' . Triumph (TEI) Explosive Produced -

e 22,059,000 40-mm shells o

“65,000 rifle grenades |
1,345,000 float lights *
3,097,000 fuzes

12 million aircraft signals -
100 million detonators

121 million primer caps '

" 3 A former TEI plant foreman has described the pits as scveral feet deep.



e 647,000 Ibs of pentolite -
2,383,000 incendiary bombs
e 355,000 hand grenades -

- Non-MEC Hazardous Substances -

. MDE’s September -'15';‘-2904;81 concluded as follows: - ...
L Sl e reEme T TR ;4 T ’ . , R i
£ A toxicological ‘evahiation “was: prépared for the Firehole - site,

" assuming a residential future use scenario for the site. Risk estimates
- exceeded EPA and MDE recommended levels for the child resident
_ - population for incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with surface
- goils; with the isk drivers of potential additive effects; chromium, and
- ' arsenic. Coficentrations detected” exceeded the EPA and MDE
-+ " recomimendédlevels for ingestion of and dermal contact . with
- subsurface soil for the ¢hild resident, with the risk drivers of potential
additive effects ‘and chromium. Lead was detected in S14 at 1480
mg/kg, which may pose-a threat to sensitive populations and the
. environment. Risk estimates for the incidental ingestion of and dermal
contact with groundwater exceeded MDE and EPA recommended
levels for all residential populations, with trichloroethene (TCE) as the
risk driver. o
. Samples S13 and S14 were collected in the area defined by MDE’s geophysical survey
(Appendix C) as the most likely area of the Firehole. Sample analysis showed elevated concentrations
of lead, merciiry, and arseriic as well as TCE and Aroclor 1254, and the nitroaromatic compound

TNT and associated daughter products. The groundwater collected from monitoring well MW2,
~ which is hydraulically ‘downgradient of S13 and S14, was contaminated with ‘significant
"~ concentrations of TCE." Subsurface soil samples from the Firehole area werenot collected because an
obstruction, comprised of a slag-like substance, was encountered at less than 18 inches. Site
personnel were concerned that this refusal could also have been caused by the presence of explosive -
DMM, therefore a sample was not retrieved. Sample S/SS 6 obtained from the vicinity of the TMRA
and sample S8 midway between the Firehole and TMRA also exhibited elevated levels of several
explosive compounds.” , o : R
According to the current ‘owners of the property, the Elkton Farm property is under an
" agreement for sale. Itis currently leasedtd a farmer who raises crops on it; however, inall likelihood,
the entire farm will be developed for residential use in the future. “ : . C

The presence of TNT and daughter products, elevated concent'ra't,idns\df metals, h]gh]y
volatile TCE detected in surface soils and groundwater easily observable on the ground surface all

suggest that fafther investigation is necessary in order to fully identify any human health risks to

t

9
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: "-*State and Local Authontles' Roles SRR

) residual contammatron incl
N and contammated groundwater

ﬁrture resrdentlal populatrons This further mvestxgatron will be completed under the supervxsron of o

the MDE aﬁer thls proposed MEC/DMM removal actron

In December 2004 and January 2005 MDE performed a followup soil samphng event specific |

“to mtroaromatlc compounds ‘at the firehole site. Results returned in February 2005 indicated elevated
levels of TNT at one location close to. the surface. This sample, S7, revealed 1 ,298ppm C1%)and .
exceeds EPA Reglon ITF Risk Based Concentrations (RBC) for. residential end use. The RBC .
“sfindardis 21 ppm ‘Presently the Flrehole s1te ls used for agncultural purposes  butiis proposed for:.

: resrdentlézl developmentnﬁ R R R A

L S ‘ - . e

. C Natlonal Pnontles L1st Status

o Thls s1te s not- presently on the Natlonal Pnontles List (NPL) M'Ii'he Prehrnmary : .
s Assessment/Slte Inspectlon (PA/ SI) mspectlon is: cun'ently under rev;ew by MDE and EPA '

[ —

; The MDE referred the Elkton Frrehole site to EPA for a removal actlon  due to 1ts lack of
resources to’ complete this acti

programs, the State, and Jocal officials in the cleanup and revxtahzatlon of the Little Elk Creek,

_ on. The Siteis part of a larger project called the Little Elk Creek One
" Cleanup Program. The purpose of the project is to develop a collaboratlve effort among EPA

B A

Elkton, Md. area.’ The Maryland Department of the Envrronment (l\'ﬂ)E) has the overall lead ofthe

pro_lect and EPA has provrded support to them when requested

: In March of 2004, W'mdsor Management Corporatron, the prospectlve purchaser of the
Elkton Farm, which includes the firehole property, verbally expressed its intention to enter the State

‘Voluntary Cleanup Progr

for any residual contamination at-the firehole site after EPA had completed their removal. This

1

THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT

‘ Sectlon 300.415 of the NCP hsts the factors to be consrdered in deterrmmng the
appropnateness of response activities. Paragraphs (B}(2)(), @), Giv), (v) and (vn) apply to the need
for response at the Elkton Farms Firehole Slte as follows |

- 300, 415(b)(2)(1) - “Actual or potential exposure to nearby } human populatlons ammals'
or the food chain from hazardous substances. or poIIutants or

contammants" i

. On My 28, 2004 the USACE, Ordnance and Explosrve SafetySpecralets Baltimore Drstnct,

10

am (VCP). The MDE explained to Windsor that they would be responsible -

udes but is not hrmted to scattered mumtrons debns contammated soils



Md., at the request of MDE, performed a site visit to assess unexploded ordnance hazards. The
following Resume of Site Visit document dated June 06, 2004 concluded “MEC related items were
discovered on the surface of the property visited. Approximately 8 acres were covered in the site visit
walkover. Crops are growing on the site. The site is reported to be farmed year round. What
appeared to be projectile nose and tail fuzes, and parts and pieces of pistol flares were observed at the
site. There were several areas observed that had no or very little. crop growth in relation to the rest of

~ the crop in the area.”. Recommendations from this site visit'were “Site 'activitijes should include a

L ‘unexploded ordnance (UXO) teat providing UXO Safety Support as a minimum. Intrusive activities - e

- ‘should provide for on-site disposal of UXO iteniis which are deemed too hazardous to transport over . L

. public roadways.”

On June 29, 2004 the USACE Baltimore District issued a draft Risk Assessment Code Score
. (RAC) for the Site. The RAC score is utilized by the USACE to prioritize response actions at FUDs

sites. ' Tlie RAC score for this site was:1 (I-A):-This score depicted the evaluation to be.a high risk
. with'a severity category of critical. The narrative'portion of this document revealed “The Navy paid

-

. for the construction.of over 500 buildings to be.used by the contractor TEI for the manufacture of e

. B

" ordnance (40mm shells) and other ordnance rélated products. A walkover was conducted in the - S

suspected area of the former firehole on 28 May 2004. Numerous suspect MM/MEC related items
were observed during the site visit.” R - .

At the request of the EPA Site Assessment Manager (SAM) and in coordination with the
FOSC, the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) performed a health
consult focusing on the potential for uptake of nitrosamine compounds by plants. ‘ATSDR issued
its consult dated 06/01/05. According to this report “ATSDR does not expect that chemical
concentrations in surface soil from the Firehole portion.of the site will pose a public health.
concern for adults or children residing near or visiting the Firehole portion of the site in the future,
if appropriate measures (e.g., the proposed removal actions) are taken to eliminate contact with -
the elévated areas of contamination identified in the various sampling investigations. . . . ATSDR
recommends that removal activities continue at the Firehole portion of the site to address the
elevated levels of nitroaromatic compounds in soil, as well as unexploded shell detonators, rocket
motors, and other materials that pose physical hazards.” . o

 The quantity of MEC/DMM scattered throughout the surface of the Site and within the -
fireholes is unknown. It is evident however that there exists thousands of potentially explosive and
combustible fuses, primers and large 40mm and 20 mm shells. Itis also unclear the stability of each
“jtem as a result of degradation of their individual casings, caused by both the natural elements over
' the past 60 years and incomplete burn during the disposal process itself conducted in the 1940s.
" According to USACE UXO Safety Specialists, each item should be considered dangerous from an -
explosives standpoint and individually could, if agitated, inflict serious bodily damage including death.
Therefore the OSC purposely decided not to continue with intrusive activities to advance this

L

removal site assessment but rather secured the site in anticipation of a safe and professional removal
of each iter. ™ : U S ,
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' " In addition to the explosives concerns at the site and-at the request of the EPA Site

‘Assessment Manager (SAM) and in coordination with the FOSC, the Agency, for Toxic Substances

" and Disease Registry (ATSDR) pérformed a health consult focusing on the potential for uptake of
nitrosamine compounds by plants. ATSDR issued its consult dated 06/01/05.  According to this .

[

report “ATSDR does not expect that chemical concentrations detected in the surface soil collected -
_ from the site will pose a public health concern for adults or children residing on the site in the future, .

' if appropriate measures 7 _ _ ‘ i
- “jdentified. Examples ofthe hot spots of contamination include the TNT.contamination at S7 from the ...
. March 2005 sampling event, and the metals contamination at S2 from the December 2004/January. - -

2005 sampling event.” Therefore this action pr'dpbses to remove the TNT hotspotat 7. . .- i ,
| 300415(b)(2)(u) - \' “ctual or. poten_tixl contamination of drinking water supplies or
slaie L E T "-"Ls‘e’n.sitﬁeet:o.sysk_irz’.é.f- . T

-

KN ‘:’fq.’ . :’_ . el V

measures are taken to-prevent regular contact with the hot spots of .contamination - a

.. In May 'é003 ML Eco]lected "ﬁ‘ve gr'ound'v:vater.jsamp{les ﬁ'om site monitopﬁgiweus;hdanajyfz‘efd 'f o
. them for-total: and dissolved metals, VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides: and; PCBs, .nétroaromatic . ..
.. compounds, and perchlorates. MDE also collected a water sample from a domestic well at this

time to evaluate background groundwater conditions. . - - A R
"o, Health-based screening levels for two VOCs were exceeded in the two samples from the .
onsite groundwater monitoring well MW-2; trichloroethylene (TCE) was detected at 190

" ug/L and 170 ug/L, and 1,1,2-trichloroethene was detected at 5 ug/L.

o A trace level (below a health-based screening value) of 4-amino-2,6-dinitrotoluene
- (.015 ug/L) was also detected in one of the two samples from MW-2. =
' .Levels of arsenic, lead, and manganese exceeded health-based screening values in the total
‘metals analysis of a few Gf the groundwater samples._The highest level of total manganese
(1,250 ug/L) was detected in the background monitoring well sample (MW-1). Furthermore,
. the concentration of this metal in MW-1 was rediiced below health-based screening levels to .
© 221 ug/L in the dissolved metals analysis. Arsenic was detected at approximately 6 ug/L in
" MW-3 and below the detection limit in'the remaining total metals analyses; it was not present
' in any of the dissolved analyses. Lead was detected from 11 —28.5 ug/L in the total analyses,
" withithe highest level found in the background monitoring well sample MW-1, and again was
" ot detected in any of the dissolved metals analyses. R '
¢ No perchlorates were detected in any of the groundwater samples. :
Presently no drinking water source is impacted by these concentrations. (However there is the
potential for drinking water to be impacted as a result of the proposed residential development.
This potential will be addressed by MDE under their long term Voluntary Cleanup Program for
. this site. This will not be addressed under this proposed action. | o
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300.415(b)(2)(v) High levels of l;azardous substances or polldtdnts or cbntdrninwits o
R  in soils largely at or near the surface, that may migrate. ”. -

According to the MDE, USEPA-START contractor, and the USACE, the Elkton Farm site
is scattered with potentially thousands of unexploded MEC/DMM. Botti the draft USACE
Risk Action Code (RAC) Summary Document dated June, 2004 and EPA START RAC

- Summary document dated May 2005 rated this site as Category I. Category I generally -

Lo "Tr‘qduires immediate response by the DOD Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP),in .. .
# - diccord with their DERP program. S e g

. 300.415 B)2)V) ““Weather condmons that""‘ma'y .cause hazardous substances or ...
e " pollutants of contaminants to migrate or be released” \

“The Elkton Farm property lays at the confluence of Little Elk Creek with-Laurel Rin. . - f
_ Natural drainage on the site is in a generalized north to south direction. There is a slight = =~
drainage divide on the property which directs surface runoffto either Laurel Run or Little Elk
~ Creek. Surface water infiltrates the soil to groundwater, or is discharged via overland flowto
. Laurel Run or Little Elk Creek. Laurel Run discharges into_Little Elk Creek which flows

- southward irl_to_'Big,Elk'Cteek and eventually to the Chesapeake Bay.

Thie farthest upstream probable point of entry for the surface water route originatesat the on- -
 site drainage ditch on the Zeitler Road border of the site. The drainage ditch travels west for
approximately 500 feet before emptying into Laurel Run, a perennial freshwater stream anda
' fishery. Laurel Run flows 0.625 miles to its confluence:with Little Elk Creek. The area of the
confluence of Laurel Run and Little Elk Creek is classified as Palustrine Aquatic Bed
wetlands. Litile Elk Creek flows south southeast for approximately 4.0 miles before emptying
. into the Big Elk Creek. Big Elk Creek flows approximately 2.25 miles to the point where it
“empties into Elk River. Elk River flows approximately 12.0 miles to its confluence with the
Chesapeake Bay. ‘The 15-mile surface migration pathway ends in the Elk River three miles
from the confluence of Elk River with the Chesapeake Bay. The Elk River is classified as
" Estuarine intertidal wetlands and is a fishery. S . o
. Washout is evident on the site. Numerous metal objects representing fuses, shells, detonators

‘are visible in the site drainage ditches throughout the site. Adverse weather conditions

“including heavy precipitation potentially can carry these objects towards Laurel Run and Little

Elk creek. =~ = ,, o : R o

V.  ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION
. \ ] |

Actusl or 'threatened' releases of hazardous substancés, pollutalits or cont‘aminéhts»frorh this -
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response actions outlined in this funding request, . -
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may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to the public health, welfare, or the

environment.

VL EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LMTS

A, Emégg‘e»hngxemp‘tiol-l: - - :
1. Immediate risk to piiblic héalth or welfaré or the environment. A

There exists an immediate nskto both pubhcheﬁlthand the environment ptésénfat the Eiflcton Fénﬁs .

- Firehole Site. The continued presence of MEC/DMM poses both chemical and an explosive risk to-

contact with, Security is being miaintained at the main access point to the site, but this

anyone coming in ;

. protect the public health. .

!

cannot guarantee the public safety indefinitely. The Site preliminarily was rated Category I (the highest)

by the USACE,' requirin'ga,'nfirg)“_rpediat\e_“:_res’pdnsef. |

2. Continued ‘réiquns‘e acti".'_!,:—l_éiére Ain‘lli;ipedn‘a'i'té]y ifej ;inired to prei;ént, ifmit, o:f‘m'itig‘até; an ST
emergency. - - . S
Currently, only 50 acres of the Site have been adequately characterized for MED/DMM as previously
stated. In addition to addressing this material immediately, up to 150 additional acresneedtobe
characterized. The explosive and chemical threat posed by these wastes require immediate attention to

3.'Assistapce will not otherwise be provided on a timely banSZ '

Neither MBDE nor the Army currently has the resources and/or funding to address the contaniinﬁtibnat
the-Site immediately. - Although EPA is continuing its efforts to identify viable PRPs who might be able to

 conduct work, or reimburse EPA for its response costs, at this time there are no.other funding sources
‘available. ' o o -

i

VIL PROPOSED ACTIONS AND COSTS

.

The Removal Action prop_bsed.for the Site is ‘designed to mitigate the imminent threat by

removing the MEC/DMM and. limited/discrete TNT contamination in the soil at the Site.

Presently the site is characterized as a 55 acre plot of farmland located to the south of Zeitler

Rd., east of Laurel Run Creek and to the west of Little Elk Creek in Elkton, Cecil County,

" Md. Refer to Figure 2. A geophysical survey and removal of DMM found in the outlying
area, (outside the 55 acres described herein) including the wooded area and creeks is expected
to be performed by MDE and others. However, this Action Memo will include this potential

activity ‘should the MDE ~ be unable to perform this task. ‘The DMM are located in two

fireholes at depths ranging from the surface to approximately 8 feet. The DMM are also
scattered. throughout the surface soils on the site. The geophysical survey performed by

' START contractor revealed numerous locations/anomalies of potential DMM and different .
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T

types of DMM such as fusees, 40mm and 20mm casings. A large number of these DMM can

.+ bereadily seen while walking thru the site. .,
Figure2

" Presently the site is overgrown with winter wheat at a height of 3 feet. This provides for
" excellent ground cover and runoff control but will have to be removed. . Based on the.
~ geophysical survey report, at least 55 acres of this flat farmland will be gridded into 200 x 200
- foot squares. Each grid will receive a thorough inspection and surficial soil removal througha
Jarge sieve for removal of all metal items.. The items wil be individually sorted based on size
and potential for explosion. The larger items will be temporarily staged behind sandbag blast
. walls or within a magazine. The smialler items can be run thru a large industrial shredder for
' demilitarization and residual disposal. . The OSC with assistance from the USACE and its .
MEC/UXO-experienced contractor will perform this action, This activity will be performed
_under a-strict Health and Safety Plan ‘with emphasis- towards worker protection and
experienced UXO professionals. The USACE will be responsible for ensuring that the site is
clean of MEC/DMM under an Inter Agency Agreement with EPA.. - o

As t_his activity is ongofhg the OSC and START }Qontréctéi' will initiate a sz;mpling event to
define. the extent of TNT contamination in surface soils in_the vicinity of S7. 1t is not
'an'tigipafced that this contamiriation is widespread. MDE results have indicated it to be a

v
)
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discrete area not larger than a50x 50 foot area near thé Morton Thiokol R’dék_et Recovery |
Area. Soil removal and offsite disposal will be the responsibility of the USACE undeér the
IAG. ‘ . B . o

- Basedon ihg START-‘ggophysical report there are ét least two fireholes estimated to be 50 by( -
25 feet and up to 8 foot deep. These holes will be addressed by the USACE in the same - .
manner described above. Track hoeswith blast shields will unearth the metal and soil and run s

- . the material thru a siéve méchanism: - The larger items will be-staged behind blast walls-and why e

the smaller less expldsive itemis will be shredded. ¥ C e

- Proposed )Act‘iqn‘sr | t

1°7  Mobilize personnel and equipment;. .

2 i Provide Sité security by erecting temporary banner fencing and providing a security guard o

s duriﬁg_ non-workingshoiirs to' protect equipment; B N 1 h
" Provide erosion; sedhnentfaﬁdn.a;nd ‘storm water control to nummlze release of DMM fromi 5.
th‘e"Site;v B S R . o K oo o o s,‘ A
4, Characterize the extent and depth of TNT contamination at the S7 sample area on the site;
5. Characterize the extent and depth of additional DMM beyond the 55 acres (potentially up to - -
. 150 acres) into areas within the tree line and the creek itself utilizing geophysical survey
equipment and UXO specialists; . - l T e .
Excavate, stage and sieve soils laden with DMM on a pre designated 200 f. grid by grid ‘

5.

~~ basis; T . o A S : e

6. Stagg'la‘rge'unstable 'DMM within specially designed blast/sandbag walls or-,pres’ta'ged :

7. - Perform onsite deﬁﬁlitarization of all smaller DMM by appropriate means according to the -
specific DMM; - - L

8.  Typical treatment m
" operations of the larger; - o . o .

9. Excavation of limited quantity of TNT contaminated soils and transport off site for disposal; -
10.  Conduct Site restoration as determined appropriate by the OSC and revegetation to prevent -
~ erosion of areas soils disturbed by Removal activities; T
" 11.  Coordinate with State and Local authorities on removal and post-removal activities and

. conditions; f R o oo ‘ - .
12.  Demobilization of personnel and equipment.

' ethod iné,y include crushirig:of the smaller DMM and Qent and burn

Contribution To Remedial Perfqrmance' |

~ The Site has not been proposed for the NPL, ‘therefore there are no Remedial Actions planned for the
Site at this time. However, the proposed Removal Action is consistent with Superfund cleanup policy
that applies to both Remedial and Removal sites and will contribute to and not impede future
Remedial action and/or MDE voluntary cleanup procedures, at the Site. e .
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C. Compliance With ARARs

I.Extramural Costs

'I‘he proposed Removal Action wrll comply ‘with Applrcable or Relevant and Appropnate. '
: Requlrements

(ARARG), to the extent practicable considering the exigencies of the srtuatron “The -
OSC inténds to.comply with:all relevant federal and state laws relatlve to proper transport and.
dlsposal of hazardous wastes and site health and safety BT o

Estlmated Costs

-"Due 10 the nature: and volume: ofthe hazardous substances (explosive: DMM and TNT contatmnated

soils) found at. 'the Site, the OSC has initiated discussions with the US Army. Corps of Engmeers o

- (USACE), ‘Baltimore District for assistance. “Under an Interagency Agreement between 'the EPA
Regron ‘I and the USACE, the OSC will enlist the technical (EOD) support -and engmeenng

handlmg, onsite demilitarization, transportatron Gf requrred) and final clearance of the site for return

ertise with respect to project management and utilization of the USACE contractor-in the safe

to reuse as elther a famtland orasa resrdentlal development area asis currently proposed.

The OSC with assrstance ﬁ'om the START contractor and MDE wrll perform onsite oversrght ofthe :
USACE. 'In addition the OSC will complete the characterization of the TNT laden soils and the -
determination of whether DMM items are located outside the 55 acre area.of concern. This will*

'mvolve addrtlonal geophysrcal survey work to be performed by START

y

_______———-—

: '\‘A Reg;onal Removal Allowance Cost P ;o

IAG with USACE/Total Cleanup Contractor Costs: ~ $2,500,000.00
- (Includes, DMM/UXO contractor, excavatron, transport, dxspom ' |
Onsite DMM handling, etc) , '
. 1AG with USACE/Pro_lect Management Costs: - - $ 250,000.00
., (admin MEC Safety, QA Suppor) ‘ | | r T
Subtotal Regronal Removal Allowance Cost o - $2 '756,0010.00':' |

Other Extramural Costs Not Funded ﬁ'om the Regional Al]owance

~

Total START, mcludlng multlpher costs: o 3 250 OQQOQ'_.
(geophysxcal surveying, samphng and oversrght) : S _
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Total CLP § 5000000
Subtotal .. o $ 300,000.00 -
‘Subtot'al, Extramural Costs '$3,050,Q00;00 :

- EXtra!pufal Costs Cént‘ingén'(;y. . $600’00000

. . FOTAL; EXTRAMURAL CEILING & .=t o . $3,650,000.00.

' EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOUED ACTION BE DELAYED ORNOT -

‘Without removal of the munitions and explosives:of concem/discarded military munitions which are- .
described in this Action Memorandum, there is.thé potential for ornie of these devices to seriously. .
injure a site trespasser, farmer or resident in the area. There is the potential for washout of these.
munitions into nearby Laurel Run Creek of Little Elk Creck creating a scenario where nearby children
could come into contact with them. In addition new proposed development of single family homes on
this site and the adjacent farmland would be precluded. - = .- . TR |

" OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES
Ther”enaré n_o- butstanding'péﬁéy-\i,ssues pertalmng to the ‘Elkton Farms Firehole Site..

ENFORCEMENT STATUS

The EPA: Region I Office of Enforcement has been provided with all background information .
relative to this site (see attached Confidential Enforcement Addendum). The total EPA costs for this
removal action based.on full-cost accounting practices that will be eligible for cost recovery are -

e

estimated to be $:*4,735,000. -~ R
© - '~ . Direct Extramural Costs: $3,650,000.00 - -
 Direct Intramural Costs: - $ 100,000.00 . o
Indirect Costs: .~ $ 985000.00 o
~ Total Estimated Cost: - $4,735,000.00 - -

-7 “Direct Costs include direct extramural costs and direct intramural costs. Indirect costs are calculated
based on an estimated indirect cost rate expressed as a percentage of Site-specific direct costs, consistent with
the full cost accounting methodology effective October 2, 2000. These estimates do not include pre-judgment
interest, do not take into account other enforcement costs, including Department of Justice costs, and may be
adjusted during the course of a removal action. The estimates are for illustrative purposes only and their use

is not intended to create any ri ‘ | : .
dgviatio:j of actual total costs from this. estimate will affect the United States’ right to cost e overy.

ghts for responsible parties. Neither the lack of a total cost estimate nor
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. any and all enforcement actions pertaining to the Site. -

/o

Tﬁe, OSC has .proﬁided the EPA RemovalvEnfdrcﬁeme'ht Section with infonnatibri available to pursue
A summary of all enforcement activities to

date is ‘attat;héd as an addendum to this document.

: RECOMJVIENDA'I'ION s

“This Adéci\s:'ic‘m d6§ument§e‘pfes§nts _thé selected "r',emov"al action fo§ the E_lktoh Farms Firehole Site,l in

Elkton, Cecil County, Maryland developed in accordance with CERCLA as amended,-and not-
inconsistent with the NCP. “This decision is based on the adnﬁniStrativg record for the Site. -

o

' ‘/COndi‘t.ions,. at the "Site'_ rhée’t—ih't_;‘b’crit-elii_a:fbi: a Remova;l Actxon as set forth in Se‘gtioil_ 300,415 6f_ the -
NCP, 40 C.FR. § 300.415.. Irecommend your approval.of the proposed removal action. Thetotal .. .-

removal action project ceiling if approved will be § 4,.735,009\.00. of t(his; an esti‘m‘ateq -$2,750,000

" - comes from the Regional remoyal allowance. R L

APPROVED | mg.\/&_— ' DATE cx(}k/o‘-\“

T

DISAPPROVED: L pam

' ATTACHMENT: . Confidential Enforcement Addendum

(

k ’ . ) C . ™ . —
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